
13. NGDLC Features and Functions 

“We also invite manufacturers of NGDLC systems und other ‘next generation’ equipment 

to describe the features, functions, and capabilities of their products, and to indicate whether 

theirproducts are designed with open orproprieta~ interfaces. ,I s9 

Alcatel provided system descriptions for its access network equipment above and in 

attached Exhibits, which include descriptions of our Litespan” NGDLC systems. 

These systems have both open and proprietary interfaces. The open interfaces include 

those supporting derived services and facilities at the CO and RTs. The proprietary interfaces ax 

internal system interfaces. They include interfaces supported with the integrated SONET 

transport modules, inter-shelf cablin,. = individual shelves, slots and line cards, as well as the 

system software and element management system access. 

14. Subloop Transmission Capacity 

“We invite comment on manufacrurers’ plans to build NGDLC systems and other 

equipment to maximize the transmission cupucip of the subloop.” 

As noted above. Alcarel currently makes NGDLC equipment with OC-3 and OC-12 

transport capacities. There are presently no plans to expand this capacity in the existing systems. 

However, there are other options for adding rranspon capacity at remote collocation sites, some 

of which are noted in the FNPRM. These include the use of separate transport facilities. such as 

paralleling fiber optics and/or wireless equipment. as well as increasing the capacity of the 

existing fiber external to the remote syslems. Options for the latter. include inserting Litespan”- 

2012 systems or higher speed SONET ADMs to sub-tend the existing NGDLC system and new 

collocation equipment. Another option is to insen WDM on the existing fiber feed.@ A third 

option would use a combination of WDM and ADMs to serve the existing and new equipment. 

The options may vary significantly in cost in individual cases. In addition, their feasibility 

depends on available space and enclosure configurations. 

$9 Ibid. 

As noted in rerponw 10 the fim querdon, dual-wavelength WDM is currently an option for adding an OC- 
3C inlerface al a Lilespan”-2OCNl RT 10 carry ATM traffic (reserving [he misting DC-3 capacity for TDM). 
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15. Remote Terminal Access 

“[IIs it technically feasible for carriers 10 access the sublnop by interconnecting at the 

remote temlinal?“6’ 

It is not possible to provide external access to the internal NGDLC components or 

software. either at CO or at RT locations. The internal components include (but are not limited 

to) the integrated transport facilities, system controller and channel bank shelves and individual 

facility and service line cards. The inaccessible software includes the system software z well a~ 

direct access to the EMS. The derived services and facilities supported by these systems are 

accessible, however, ar are the copper facilities extending beyond RTs. 

Viable options exist for accessing the copper facilities extending beyond RTs. As we 

have noted elsewhere.6’ the Line Sharing Order discussed the use of RTs as accessibility points 

where they have feeder distribution interfaces (“FDIs”). However, the availability of such 

interfaces was not included as a condition for such treatment in the actual orders & Appendix 

C of that document). 

The addition of FDls at RT sites in CSA arrangements, where there would be SAIs in 

tandem. would jeopardize service reliability with additional activity points that are known 

sources of failure. In addition, such interfaces would have to terminate all of the pairs extending 

away from the site, the derived pairs hardwired to the system shelves and the pairs in the initial 

and future collocation cables. Such interfaces, if they could be developed, would be enormous 

and would not likely fit in existing (or even conceived) enclosures. Electronic alternatives would 

be cost prohibitive. Further. it would not be possible to retrofit existing sites with such interfaces 

without disrupting service and there would be no xccss security. Fortunately, other options 

make the addition of such interfaces unnecessary 

In both the Line Sharing Order and the Local Comlxtition Third Reconsiderorion Order** 

the Commission includes FDIs and other accessible terminals as options for interconnection. To 

the extent such terminals exist, and are accessible, there is no need for RT sites to be modified 

6, 
FWPRM a~ P I33 

62 
CC Docket No. 9% 14 I - Ownership of PlugK/Cardr and OCDs 

63 
Paragraph 2 IS. Note lhat it rcferr 10 “any accessible mminal.” not “AJ” or “w.” This suggests that 

accesr!hilily options al other locations should legilimarely be considered before modificalions at any one particular 
Iocallon. such JS a remole terminal. could be considered “necessary” IO gain accc~s to rubloop elements. 
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for additional accessibility or capacity. An example of a widely used location is the “ma2 BT” 

at major office and multi-dwelling residential buildings. Although there are significant issues 

with the use of this space, BT closets often have more space available and options for expansion 

than RTs (especially cabinets) and FDIs. They also have controlled environments. power 

supplies, and direct access to the building wiring. This makes them preferable in several aspects 

to RT collocation.6J 

Since distribution pairs terminate directly on FDIs/SAIs, similar to inside wiring at BTs. 

they would seem to be the next most favorable point of interconnection. Although FDIslSAIs 

were not designed for electronic equipment additions.6* they are ideal points of interconnection 

in cases where CLECs can install their own NGDLC or DSLAM equipment in adjacent cabinets. 

Cables can be placed to new terminal blocks (if there is space) or spliced to spare binder groups 

that are (or can be) connected to unused terminal blocks. Even if an FDI/SAI cabinet has to be 

enlarged to accommodate more terminal blocks. such a modification that may be preferable IO 

expanding or otherwise modifying RT enclosures. 

Alcatel has become aware that some CLECs are concerned that FDUSAI sites may not 

have nearby power or fiber facilities. Those cases further support the approach of placing the 

equipment in separate enclosures, where such access is available, and extending copper feeder 

cables to the FDVSAI locations. 

However. there can be significant service differentiation advantages for CLECs in 

placing the remw NGDLC or DSLAM terminals as close as possible to the SAIs. especially 

when the incumbent LEC‘s RT is located significantly closer to the CO. With adjacent FDYSAI 

installations. higher bandwidth lines such as VD.SL% cm be delivered to most. if not all. of the 

customers wirhin the associated distribution area. In contut, less than one-third might be 

reached from the CSA’s remove terminal sitcb7 

bl 

6‘ 
A~ do uhcr vendors. Alcaxl has cabinets thx xe specitically dcsigncd for building terminal appticationr. 

They lack cssentinl electronic enclosure design requirements for thermal dissipation and EMI a?, well as 
necersxy umponen~ such JS power fcedr. rccritiers. bauenes and Protecmrr. 
M 

VDSL (“Very high-speed Dig~wi Subscnhr Line”) can support downrveam data rater up to approximately 
52 Mbps over l.WJ feel 2nd 26 Mbps over 3.COl feet on copper. The bmer fits most DA designs in suburban xc& 
while the former fits moot DA dcrhgnr in high-density urban areas. Although VDSL standards me Hill evolwng, and 
dcm=nd is in its Infancy. it IL cleu such lines can support a wider variety of voice. video and data services. 
6, 

As noted earlier. CSAr are normally designed to serve IWO to four distribution areas. They serve cummers 
On t”Ws UP 10 9 KfI On 26 pugr copper and I2 Kft on 24 and cozwscr gauge copper. including bridged tap. from the 
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Where B? and FDI options are not available, other options may exist at a RT site that 

preclude the need for major equipment or enclosure modifications. As the Commission declares 

in the FNPRM & Footnote 272). one such proposal is access through “engineering controlled 

splices.” With this option. cables from the CLEC’s DSLAM or NGDLC equipment could be 

spliced directly to spare cable binder groups in the RT’s derived feeder cables. 

There is another option that can be employed on a limited basis. Alcatel supplies 

connector kits with its mini-RAMS that allow individual ADSL lines to be connected directly 

into the fuse slots of RT protector terminals. The connectors include splitters, so the high 

frequency ADSL lines can be separated from the POTS lines sewed by the DLC system. Since 

these are individual jumpers and not cables, however, they create the risk of non-standard wiring 

arrangements. This. in turn, could reduce service reliability and restrict access to other 

equipment.6R Fuiher. there are no access security options for the protectors. 

Still, with the small size of the mini-RAMS themselves. this option is ideal for low 

demand applications. Of note are rural areas with traditional DLC systems that cannot be 

upgraded with ADSL.69 Although “packet equipment” has generally been excluded from the 

unbundling rules. and may be further restricted under merger terms and conditions, Alcatel feels 

consideration should be given to allowing ILECs to install these systems. The incumbents could 

share the derived facilities on a non-discriminatory basis with CLECs (and advanced services 

affiliatesi. 

IV. Conclusion 

Achieving the promise of full competition necessitates open and fair collocation 

requirements. All service providers must be given non-discriminatory access to ILEC facilities 

so that they can offer their intended service. 

tn the FNPRM and in related proceedings. the Commission is carefully navigating among 

vartous competmg interests in its efforts to fulfill Congress’ collocation mandate. As these 
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efforts move forward, the Commission always has been mindful of how important equipment 

manufacturers are to this process and it has consequently acted with their best interest in mind 

This strong commitment to equipment manufacturers must continue as decisions are 

made on the issues raised in the FNPRM. Of utmost importance is the need for the Commission 

to establish a “bright line” demarcation between m network interface standards, which are 

subject to Section 25 l(c)(6) of the Act, and proorietw network interface standards, which are 

not subject to such mandated interoperability requirements. Alcatel, herein, has provided the 

Commission with sufticient information to make this critical distinction. 

Proprietary interface standards for line cards must be protected fully. Collocation of an 

outside party’s line cards is not feasible. The DSLAMs and NGDLCs vital to collocation are 

software controlled and line cards are integral components of these systems. Only manufacturer- 

supplied or manufacturer-authorized line cards can be installed, supported by system hardware, 

and properly serviced. However. access to line cards certainly m be provided to standard 

service and network interfaces. Making line cards subject to collocation would retard 

manufacturer R&D efforts significantly because there would be no incentive to develop and then 

protect this technology. 

Imposing such safeguards on line cards would not preclude competitive carriers from 

exploiting collocation fully. Numerous interface options are available. Thus, the public interest 

obligates the Commission to rule that line cards and related embedded system components are 

not subject to collocation requirements. 

The Commission also wisely solicited information on current and proposed network 

platforms designed to facilitate collocation. Alcatel. as detailed herein, clearly leads the way in 

providing the equipment and suppon to make full collocation a reality. 

Alcatel’s multiplexing equipment. which includes SONET ADMs and digital and optical 

CrOSS connect systems, as well as DSLAMs and NGDLCs. is both efficient and necessary for 

collocation to flourish. 

As with other DSLAMr. Ihis applicabm still requwes care-bv-case reviews of space. power and thermal 
and EMI limits. In addikm. sccuriry and accessihilily issues suggest iimiring ins!alladon and aperarion lo the DLC 
owners. 
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Installation of advanced service capabilities in NGDLC systems would expand the 

deployment of those services through the shared use of the systems. Other options exist for 

unsupported services while market driven enhancements to the cards, systems and software 

progress, 

In addition, Alcatel has several sires of RT systems and cabinets, as well as cabinets 

designed for adjacent installations. With these products, myriad options are available for 

accessing subloop facilities at and beyond NGDLC remote terminal sites. These options moot 

the need to modify or expand RT sites or to place additional requirements or restrictions on the 

shared use of derived services, moot the need for other, unavailable options, such as access to 

internal system components, including line cards. 

The Commission clearly is proceeding in the right direction. Fully competitive 

collocation certainly would be possible with the equipment Alcatel and other manufacturers are 

developing, with the sensitivity to carrier needs displayed by ILECs and CLECs alike, and with 

adoption of the limitations on interface requirements set fonh herein. 

Respectfully submitted, 

ALCATEL USA. INC. 
1909 K Street. NW 
Suite 800 
Washington, DC 20006 
(202) 715-3709 

By: 

Government Relations Office 

Of Counsel: 

Roben J. Miller 
Gardere & Wynne. L.L.P 
I60 I Elm Street 
Dallas, Texas 75201 
(214) 9991219 
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Exhibit 1 -- Alcatel 1603 SMX Fealures 

Key features of the Alcatel 1603 SMX system include the following: 

l STS-I level bandwidth management across the en!ire OC48 

. Payload using DS I Grooming and drop capability 

. Temperature Hardened Optics (-40+65CJ for deployment flexibility 

. Advanced architecture for reliability and network optimization 

l Ethernet drops (up to I6 ports) 

l Compact footprint and reduced power usage 

. T-MUX (Ml3 in a card) feature -- provides DS-3 to VT-mapped STS-I payload 

conversion 

. Simplified network management and FTP software download functions 

. Easy in-service, in-shelf upgrades from OC-3 to OC-12 IO OC-48 to OC-192 

l Alcatel 1301 Network Element Manager and 1320 Network Manager Support 

Interfaces supporred by the 1603 SMX include: 

l DSI (112) 

. DS3/STS-I (481 

l CC-3 (16). ST.%3c 

l Oc-12 (4j, STS-12~ 

l OC-48 
l i,~’ 

l IO/l00 BaseT 

. T-MUX 

The SMX can operate in various modes and configurations. including: 

l Terminal 

l Linear ADM 

l 2-fiber Unidirectional Switched Path Switched Ring (USPR) 

l 2-fiber Bi-directional Line Switched Ring (BLSR) 

l Optical Hub 
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Exhibit 2 -- Alcatel ASAM 7300 Features 

Key features of the Alcatel ASAM 7300 are as follows: 

System capacity 

l Up to 432 lines per 7 ft. rack with splitters 

l Up to 648 lines per 7 ft. rack without splitters 

l Up to 2,592 DSL lines per network interface 

. Up to 5,000 DSL lines per network interface through subtending 

l Average power consumption: 1.6 watts per ADSL line 

. NEBS level 3 compliant per rack 

ATM Network interface cards 

. OC-12 (622 MB) 

. OC-3 (155 MB) 

. DS-3 (45 MB) 

. 4xDSI IMA(4x2MB) 

l Up to 96 MB on-board memory 

. Optional I + I redundancy (APS / EPS) 

Line interface card.5 

l ADSL - Multi-standard auto-detect ADSL 

o ITU G.dmt, ITU G.Lite. ANSI TI.413 

o I? lines per board 

l ANSI HDSL-2, 8 lines per board 

l ITU G.shdsl. 12 lines per board 

l Passive splitter types: TIE I.413 Issue 2 compliant 

ATM service characteristics 

l Supported ATM QoS clzuses 

o UBR.UBR+ 

o CBR 

o rr/nn-VBR 

o GFR 
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Exhibit 2 (Co&d) -- Alcatel ASAM 7300 Features 

l Multi-QoS per line 

. Up to 12.ooO connections (PVC / SVC) per system 

l Up to 16 connections (VCs) per line 

Cenlral office equipment 

l 30.5 in. (18U) high x 21.5 in. wide x 12 in. deep 

l Up to 12 shelves on a single network interface 

Remote equipment 

l Dual level multiplexing architecture via remote ASAh4s 

l Connection to host via 4 x DSI IMA 

l 48-line and 216~line shelves, temperature hardened 

l g-line mini-RAM for 23 in. racks 
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Exhibit 3 -- Litespan”-2000 & -2102 Features 

Key features of the Litespan@-2000 are as follows: 

. Highly reliable architecture with fully redundant protection schemes 

l SONET OC-3 optical digital loop carrier 

. Ring, multiple remote, point-to-point, stand-alone, and dual feeder configurations 

. Compliance with TR-057. TR-008. and GR-303 switch inlerfaces 

. Copper and fiber-to-the-curb solutions using the Starspan” and ENU platforms 

. Full suite of narrowband special services 

. WDM support 

. Maintenance cost reduction 

. High density footprint 

l NEBS compliant 

l SONET add/drop for distributed bandwidth 

l 74ayer OS1 stack for SONET data communications channel interoperability 

. GUI interface for element management 

l Temperature hardened 

l Asynchronous/byte-synchronous HDSL 

+ TCP/IP or X.25 interfaces for remote operations. administration, maintenance, 

and provisioning (“OAM&P”) 

. Integrated DMT or CAP ADSL 

l ADSL DMT chipset same as Alcatel’s ASAM 

l GLite suppon for ADSL DMT (future) 

The Litespan@-2012 system has the above features along with the following: 

l SONET OC-12 digital loop carrier 

l SONET OC-3. OC-3~. STS-I (future). and DS3 facility interfaces 

l Utilizes 85% of existing widely deployed Litespan’ common control 

l Utilizes same channel bank Jssembly and channel units as Litespana-2000 

l STS-I drop and continue ring support 
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. Overlapping vimal ring support with OC-3 for transporting ATM and TDM 

traffic back to ihe central office (eliminating the need for WDM) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A strong. unequivocal message has been sent in comments filed concerning the 

above captioned procccdine, Classifyin: plug-in line cards as unbundled network 

element\ I”CNE\“I would disrupt network oprrxions, stifle product development. 

decrease competitive opportunities. and violate statutory collocation requirement\ and 

related public policy. Simply put. trcnting line cards as UKEs would be totally contrary to 

the puhiic interests 

A\ ;I leading manufacturer of linr cards and other equipment essential to universal 

deployment of Internet and other emel~ginz broadband technolo$es. Aicxel USA Inc. 

t”.Alc;ltrl”~ is well-positioned to detail the impact that such a decision could have on 

nel~:ork operalion> and product dcvelopmrnt. In these Reply Comments. Alcatel shows 

why uch fear\ are justified and mu\t hc considered as the CommAion develop:. its 

p~,licies for pl-omotin: local loop competition. 

The unrebutted record of evidence in this proceedin_e demonstrates that makin; line 

card\ alhject to m;mdated intcroperability requirement\ risks the followin;: 

. Product development would be stifled and competitive opportunities would be 
reduced - Reqtlircd ;LCCM IO Iinc cards embedded in an ILEC’s CO or RT usurps 
the ;Issocr;lrcd propmary rlghrs held by the manufacturers of such cuds. Without 
the ori~oin~ protsctmn ;~ffordcd hy thesc rights. research and development 
~nw~ment would hc reduced sijiniiicxltly or elimined completely. FlUIre 
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grouch of advanced services and development of competitive local loop 
technolo$cs wxld be stunted. 

. Statutorr policy will be undermined - Under Sccrion ?51~,c)(h) of the 
Cnmmu~icarions Act of 1934. ah amended ithe “Act”). ILECs have a statutory duty 
to provide collocation necesary for CLECs to interconnect with LINES. However, 
CLECs do nol need the right IO use their own line cards or to xcess software 
controlling the ILK’> line cards for. collocation to be realized on a wiversal. non- 
discriminatory basis. Instead. open network interfaces should bc mandated at an 
ILEC‘s CO. RT or BT facilities. Indeed. feasible options exist that allow CLEC 
access UT intsrconnec~ion to the derived wrvices (or virrual facilities) supported by 
NGDLC s~~isn~s. 

Argtmenrs made by CLECr and others in this proceeding, that line cards must be 

classified 3s LVNE\. xc unavailing and ttnsuhantiated. Most telling is the absolute lack of 

an) documented evidtxcr supporting thew claim>. Rather, these proponents of makmg 

lint cards atbject to collocation requiremutts merely take on the role of “Chicken Little.” 

dccryiny rhr lack of equal KCCI\ to ILK fxilitiez. 

Ahem any proof thar collocation xxe\r would be denied if line cards remain 

cla>sifird 33 IUX-LWEI. there Gz~at~onr must he rejected. The record of rhi, proceeding 

ckxly show that CLECI would nut be d~ud\unrqcd because 3 full menu of colloation 

options cxistx rha do not rcqwre makin: line cards CNEs. Based upon this unrefuted 

evldencc. the Commis~lnn ir compelled 1,) rtay the course by ruling that line card\ are not 

uhpxt t* iolloc;ltilIll r-ql,Ire”,c”r. 
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owduct line. Alc:ltel wmxxts the advanced service rquiomrnt need\ of 1LECs. CLECs. . 

In ils comments. Alcatel described the optical nnd electrical multiplexing 

r<luipment it supplies for colloc;lrion in the ILEC:~ CO. RT and BT.’ Alcatel ;Ilso 

dexribed its Litespan” “nexr generation” digits1 loop carrier (“NGDLC”) equipment 

widely used by incumbent LECs for loop feeder deployment and by CLEC< for collocation 

2nd network owriay deployment.’ While these systems have proprietary software and 

hxrdware components. they also wpport ‘andards-based network. faciliry and service 

intrrixev’ 

In particular. Alcatel detailed thr use of foreign or non-authorized line cards (or 

“plug-in5~~) in Lilt-span’” systems.’ It described the full array of rrchnical and operational 

ptoblrm\ caused hy inwllation of lint cads not manufxtured or licensed by Alcatel in its 

i\*,em>~ 

Furthermore. ax ih the case with other internal system components. it is not possible 

1~5 directly xcess or interconnect with the\e line card,. Access is only possible through the 

dri-iwtl ior “Grrual”) facili:irt> and ser\-ice lincz wpponed by the systems. Given these 

crltic:31 hytem characteristic\. nelther phy\ic;il nor virtual line card collocation is possible. 

Thcreioie. ;I lme card should IIUI be rr~c;!tcd 3~ 3 \cpxstr LINE ulbjrct to full collocation 

ahli~arlon>. 
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to be served. because there will urnply be no mom m the remote terminal to 
inwll additional equipment IO serve those customers. 

?vlorecwer. awmptins to invenrory and provision multiple line cards 
helonging to multiple carrier\ in each of tens of thousands of remote 
terminal.\ will create u Operaion Supporl System nightmare. This is 
because the incumbent would need to find a way to continuously determine 
\vhich competmx\ line cards xe in we in each item of equipmenl in each 
remote terminal.” 

[i]f cxrier> obtain unbundled xcrsc to ._. line cards they could 
premawrely eshaust system capxiry. If a CLEC has unbundled access to ;I 
line card. the incumbent would lose its ability to manage the network to 
maximum IIW of the bharcd facility~ .A CLEC with unbundled ;1ccess to 2 
line card would he able IU exhaust prcmatu~~ly the system’s capacily, thu 
prevenrinf other CLEC; from win? the service.” 

Alcatel USA. Inc. RepI? 
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[ Di$al Loop Carrier]” and that “it would be very difficult. if not impossible. to dew&p 

industry standards without thrrehy stifling technological development.“‘Y 

Ia) Line card collocation i\ not technicallv fensible. 

.Alcatel has reoeatedlv noted that the installation of plug-in line cards not 

manufactured or licensed by the original manufacturer is technically unfe;ksible.‘9 Reasons 

for lack of feasibiliry of foreign lint card insull;ltion include variations in NGDLC system 

and line cud specific;&ons. wch ar lint card and back plane sizes. system powering. and 

heat dirhipation rcquirrmrnt~. 

Line cards are simply printed circuit boards. These circuit boards consist of 

components such as chip set!. re&tor\ and bolder points. These components. in 

conjuncrion with the system softwxe. allou~ for provisioning certain service features and 

ftmctionr. The line cuds themselves MS specially designed to fit into slots. which are hard 

u ired to the system back plrnc. The crew board. which i\ the line card. simply cannot be 

modified without changing and re-de\i:nm: the board\ components. 

Any chatqe in board design must he awxiated with a change in other hardware 

NJ softwxc design. For in>r;lnce. lint card> duigved for DSLA.M back planes cannot be 

tl~;Insported ‘IS is” to embedded SGDLC zywm%. More specifically. a DSLAM line card 

dc+nrd to support 24 lint> wuuld not work I” an YGDLC slot desi_ened and hardwired 

icon four cable pairs. 

In addition. chipset, hupportln: different scrvicc capabilities ha.ve different power 

and thermal diuipxlion fxtori These dlffcrenr fxrors affect over;tll system design and 

c;tpc~ry. neither of which cxn hc modlt’icd in c,xirtln_r systems. 

(b) Direct intrrconncctIon wth !v’tiDLC line curds is not possible. 

Alcatel repeatedly has norcd th;u it is not posrible to interconnect directly with 

NGDLC line cards.“’ Instead. xccsx ix pro~tdrd to the derived lines through the standard 



scrwice and facility interfaces at the RT” and nerwork interfaces in the CO:- Circuits are 
11 

ptnw\ioned end-to-end m the NGDLC \ystems. A KGDLC line card by irself has no 

ruvicr c;lpabilily. 

(C) Line card collocation creales unnecessary securily and operational risks 

The NGDLC line cud interoperabiliry concept is also flawed because it presents 

wkw securiry and opem~ional issue\. If intsroperability is required. line cards from 

swcr~l CLECs could he installed. Allw’in~ multiple CLECs or other operators inro [he 

iimiwd +xe available in RT\ increax> the poknrial for inadverrent changes to insraIled 

lix cxcls and rrlated cquipmenr. Some oi these concerns were addressed in the frequenlly 

quoted Illinois commission ruling xs rearonx why only ILECs should be allowed to inslull 

!hr card>.” 

tdi Line card\ Lhould not he required to supwrt SDSL. 

One set of rhe partie, wpportmr CLEC installation of line cards in NGDLC 

ry\ierna i\ Ihe “Swidler Group.“” .Appareotly. one of ihe Swidler Group’s primary 

cvncerns i< that iinr card> used I” SBC‘.. I+r,jeci Prwro do nor suppal SDSL.” 
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In addition. adjacent collocation is a viable option where there is inadequate space 

1” a” rsisune RT encloatre. Thi\ oplio” provides more flesibiliry for CLECs which plan 

t<, prob~ide vxvicc~ that require shorter loop lengths than found in the typical serving area. 

IP Communications. in particular. disagree\ with Ihi5 approach, claiming it COSIS 

“xpproximalely S500.000 per adjacent ~olloc~tio”.“~~ Experience indicxcs thar this 

ertlmare may he over-stated by a.~ least ten-fold for remote DSLAM installations. 

Rhythms asserted rhnt exising NGDLC sysrcms could suppon all versions of DSL. 

whcrher \ra”dard or proprierary.“’ Ttus claim falls into the category of “anything is 

pw,sible. theoretic4ly.” Rhythms. howwer. fails IO rake into account practical 

c<mridcr;lrion\. Many development constraints preclude inclusion of “everything but the 

kitchen bink” in terms of VGDLC line card funcrionality~ NO: the leasi of these consIr;Lin[s 

I\ !he exponenti cumblnation of mulriple vendor L&rures 2nd funcrions that would have 

IO he rake” into consideration. However. AIc;ltel will continue to develop line cards and 

feaiures that meet industry rtandxd\ fol interfaces 2nd protocols. Nearly all the 

ctunmenrers agreed thar [here ucere significant advantages in sharing [he derived NGDLC 

fxililic\ lhrlt such card5 support 

III. UGDLC Development Results from Rational Market Analysis 

Aicnrel‘\ product dcvclopmcnt strareg i> rationally baed on il combination of 

:~i.&cl. financial. conlperitii-e. rcgt~lucury 2nd L‘LIS~ITI~~ rrquircmenr considsrxions.” 

.Addi~iwul fexurcs for exisrins \)rtemi ue de\eioped haed on rhc issuance of new 

mliu\try amdxd\. Alcarl’s own xe”se of mxkc~ conditions. cwomer csrimaes oi 

pcwm~al Jwund ior [he feaiurw. and consideral”“\ resxding devclopme”l cos& ;md 

prdt po1cntial. 

In co”ira,t. IP Communicalionr and Rhylhms claimed that Alcatcl developed the 

Liwipa” ADSL cupabiliriez baxd on the nerd\ of wc CU~KNIW without regard to any 



other pnr~y,“’ This claim is patenrly false and wholly unsupported. Alcatel’s Litespan” 

producr development XIS based on ANSI standards and the ATM capabilirics that had 

been designed into the rystem hack plant over J decade earlier by DSC Communicalions 

Corporation (“DSC”). 

Further. Rhythms ;1wzr& that Lirehpcln’ developers ceased working wirh other 

vendors to develop lint‘ cards when the product line wss acquired by Alcatel. ostensib!); to 

rraricr the development to rhr requiremcnrs of that one cusromrr, namely SBC.” In fact. 

DSC did incorporate Alcatel’> ADSL technology and chipsets into its ADSL line card 

dcsi,on. Again. this devriopmenr decision was bawd on (then) recently issued standards 

and it imolvcd cooperation with the leading wpplier of the technology supporting the 

~t;~nd;lrd. which i\ Alcatel. This form of coopcrkm did not cease with Alcarel’c 

acquisition of DSC. Alc;ltel. like other tiGDLC vendors. continues to enlist the as&axe 

ul’ other \sndor\ in rhc dcvelopmeni of srandardx-based line cud features for Litespan’ 

under iicmlng 3greements. 

De>pl!e ach assrt~on>. ,Alo~tel continues to solicir. from potential non-cusiomer 

uwrs oi Lite\p:rn’ z+tem.s owned hy ILECI. inpul regarding their needs and requirenxntc. 

TI) the e,x,rni the funcuon., and teaturrs Ihey reek. rvhich are supporrrd by standards. are 

rechnicall> feearible and appear 10 be commercially viable. Alc;lrel will consider ihem for 

future product dewlopmenr plxls~ 

I\;. Proprietary Information .Vust Re Protected 

In ils cornmen&. .Alurel explained Ihal SGDLC systems 2nd thclr line cards are 

cwurolled by proprietary \ysrcm and eiemenr nuna~emrnr softwrc.” This is .Alca~el’s 

copyri;h[ prorecred iniclkc~urll propcrry. iiccnxd under a rebtrictivc Incensing agreemenr 

to rhe \!stcm owwr. Alcarel has in\e\kxl ~cn\ of millions of dollars LO develop [his 



soiwre. II is inherently unfair for pu~ies to sugpcst that they have xcezs to such 

s(a\\;ar? outside of any normal and customx~ procurement process. 

Furthermore. the wftuarc is not open to modification by third parties. It would he 

impohsiblr for Alcntel. or any other party for that marrer. lo modify the sofiwarc in 3 wy 

that could accommodate the differenri;ltcd frlatures of all the other proprietary lint cards in 

the market. Interestin$y, none of the comment\ appears to directly address any of thebe 

technical issues. The record only seem\ to reflect unahstantiated rhetoric desipned to 

scare the Comtnic\ion into lenorins m;mufacturer’l’ substantial R&D investmrnt~ L.O that 

CLECs and other cxriers can r&e unfair advnnta_ee of the collocation process. 

For example. the Swidlcr Group. ;rmong orhrr commenters, contend that “CLECs 

we diudvnnta~ed in thrtr ahilily to rcquat advanced capabilities of next generation 

architectures hecaure ILECs and their vendor\ have not f‘ully disclosed the capahilitics of 

the equipment they plan to deploy.“” Thix claim get\ ilt the heart of the “intellectual 

ptwperty” i>we. Ho\~c\~r. ;1\ \et forth below. the cow associated with mandating wch 

dlxlosure far outweigh any purported heneflrs. 

II i\ ;~bwlutrly cwtmnl that propr~cury iniormation must remain confidential for 

wmpetmve rcaoni. Openinf the door to further diaibution. even under NDA\. would 

:rc~tlyjeopardire the wcurn) of that inilrm;ltion. 

1” additioll. an) mwsz or misintcrprcr;~tion of this information could he prejudicial 

(0 Ihe Prier vh) ~~trernpt IO uhc il. For c:xxnplc. development plans for new features and 

-- - 
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~MV%.XV are subject to rignificant change in detail design 2nd scheduling, all of which we 

covered in direct customer brieftngr. ;\ctual implementation of equipment enhancements 

in customer network> depends on customer testing 2nd approval of the features as well 3s 

deployment decision:, that pertain to their paniculx network capabilities. Specifically. the 

inclusion of ;I feature or capability in a “plannin: guide.” for iwtance, may not ensure its 

~wilability in actual practice. 

This problem i< exacerbated if il CLEC intends to use functions or features that the 

ILEC i\ not currently using or plxtning to uhe. In this case. there would be no ILEC test or 

use experience that could assist CLEC deployment. Furthermore. there could he additional 

uperxional and maintenance issuc~ with such use that the proprietary documentaion 

(dcsiyned for the direct customer) would not cover. 

i\nother imporrxu consideration is that CLECs cannot plan to use specific features 

wtl functions of the ILEC system\ without regard to the deployment parametrrs planned 

for those systems. which are known 11nly to the ILEC. RTs are deployed for specific 

+wgraphic areas serving a fized numhcr of cwxomer locations.36 System and enclosure 

<ire.\ are deiigncd bavzd w thaw Iuccit~on~. The ux of ~rvice features that reduce the 

deliver) capacity of the syam~ ~UZI be cxeh~lly monitored and controlled by the system 

ow~r to avoid prematurely ahawing Ihc upaciry of the system. At rirk is the denial of 

bait wwice delivery XI&IX \uhstnnti:~l network re-configuration, 

An eumpls of [hi\ pwsihility i*l USC‘ of const;mt bit rate (“CBR”1.I SBC norcd 

Itut ;1 \yQrrn suppon!ng 671 ADSL hneh with unspcclfird bit rate (“CBR”, would be 

wduced lo approximately 100 wth CBR ;N ~1 I.5 Mhp\ service we.” Such reduction in 

planned capaaty would bc 4:niiic;lnc. Likewc by the wry nature of the queuin: 

A~orithmr. the CBR traffic weld rr\tr~ct the 11o\v of the more popular and widely used 

I:BR traiiic. Cnderstanding the impilcaliun\ oi the wr~icc~ requires thorough familiarity 

with the ~y~rem as well w the documcnt~r~on. 



Another danser of non-cu\tomcr use oi proprietary documentation is the tendency 

to assume that the system> asily can he reconfigured to meet capxi~y changer. For 

inamce. even Alcst~l‘s public documentation notes that the OC-3c interfaces can hc 

chined to serve up to 32 AT41 Buk Control Units (“ABCUs”) and that such chains can 

he “phi with additional OC-!c link\ when needed. That may sound simple, hut a thorough 

understanding of Alcatsl’s upgrade procedures. normally accommodated with hands-on 

tra,ninF. is required to know if wch upgrades x~ually would be possible in specific 

WililtiO”S.‘v 

The point is. regardle~ of the compcritive implications. the more detailed the 

documentation. the more dan:erow it i> in the hands of non-users. AI the very leasl. the 

Ji\triburion of such essential infoxmxtion nerds to he controlled directly by the equipment 

supplier which can then work with horh rhe xtuill customers and indirect users to resolve 

any i~sws relating to the inrcrpretation and uxe oirhe documentation. 

For tht: foregoin: re;wx~~ xwr\ w propuctar): information i.s not necessary and. in 

I’M. is counter-productive, Instead. public !niorrwion on Alcarel‘s web site is sufficienr 

fvr preliminary plannin: considerarion\ II provide\ product outlines describing the basic 

fe.itures and function\ of the rqu~pmeni. \lort: dcrniled planning depends on the actual 

dcploymenr considrrations under contra! (?I [he cuxtomers which purchase the equipment. 



For instance. in Litespnn’ sy.stems. there is an 80.inch wiring limit from the 

Common Comrol Assembly (~“CC.A”I III the Iat Channel Bank Assembly (“CBA“) 

c~~nnec~ed to the CCA. whether in the CO or at a RT location. Where the initial 

iil\tall;Ltion doe> not include the full bysrsm capaciry. rack space must be reserved for 

future channel bank installations. regardless of when they may occur. 

2. SGD1.C \Vithin 16 Kft 

Rhythm claim\ that NGDLC installations (with advance service capabilities) 

~houitl he prohibited within 16 Kft of the CO to prrwnt interference between DSL lines 

or,yinatins at the CO and those originating rlt the RT.” This type of prohibition would 

pl;u in unrea>onahle economic burden on affected wvice providers and. in the case of 

ILECs. would increase basic service costs. 

NGDLC syswms are norm;llly deployed beyond 17 Kft for economic capacity 

expansion.” Some situation\ warrsm plxemrnrs even clover to the CO. In addition, 

including advance srrvice~ with there in\tdllaion\ qqxru downstream ADSL riltes of I.5 

Mhps !or better) with normal lint condition\ and binder group service mixes. 

Additionally. Lire\pan’ ,ADSL cards I.ADLUSI huvc level-setting options that mitigate 

inrcrference caused by differenr power source\ and level\. In addition, lines serving major 

hwine\\ locr~tiom often can he $roomcd m other hinder c wx~ps to eliminnte uch 

inw:riercnce~“’ 

Hisher \pccd DSL Iinch. like \‘DSL. rrquiw &orrrr copper distribution paths. 

Conzsqusn~l~. no linut~ should hc plaxl on SGDLC or other RT deployments [hat 

\upporl advanced wr\;icrs. 
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_. 3 Cross-connects at Remote Terminals 

Sczverd CLEC commenters said the): needed cross connections at rrmote 

terminus.” As Alcntcl notes in its cmnment~. NGDLC systems installed in CSA design 

applicaions pt~rposely were designed without cross-connect xccss.” 

Thr installatiorl of full cross-connect features would not be feasible due to the size 

of the pxxls that would hr required to terminate the wiring from the NGDLC and DSLAM 

syrtcm.s 3s well a\ the derived feeder pairs. Additionally. it would be impossible to install 

.wch panrlr in existing RTs without disrupting service. Cross-connects must he restricted 

t<v rxi,tins and fuure FDls beyond the RTs. using accessibility options such as en&+teering 

cslniroled splices. 

-I. Access to 0% 

Alcarsl provide> a proprirtury rlrnwnt rnxugemcnt system (“EMYI to provision 

;111d msinruin services on its Litespan” and .ASAM systems. Currently. this software only 

C;NI he uwd h? a sin$z owner with licwsed right%. 

Alute is in the procev of revirwin, 0 market and customer requirements for 

nwlripir i~cess to these operationz~l functions. At the wry Irat. such ilccess may ;1&3w 

“~rxl mllx:” xurvcillancc ct’ individual derived lines.” Additional network managemrnl 

iilncrion, could hc sa:tbl& if adequate \wuritv can htt provided and methods can be 

d~~xeloped to avoid interruptwit of other zcrvices with m;lintenance operations such as 

LII!!~UWL~ Ic>ting. It is pos\ihle that multiple xrvicc provldcr xcecs could hs supported hy 

EllS w~tu~arr partitioning and/or through hiphcr level. nr~wurk management system 

LICCC\> 



.At il minimum substantial further study of these issue\ is required. Alcatel defers 

cammltment. with respect to how it will proceed with the issue of 0% access. until those 

stud& xi complctcd. 

VI. Conclusion 

,\lcatel again welcomes the opportunity to participate in this proceeding. As a 

leadins supplier of NGDLC systems with advanced service capabilities. Alcatel has a 

mareri;d interest in it5 outcome. 

While .Alcatrl fully support.< remote collocation and facility sharing. il proves 

c~urlusiwly herein that line card intcroperahility is not the answer because such an 

approach I> trchnically unfeaGhle. hlandated interoperllbility also is unacceptable hecusr 

KGDLC feature development is best done in response to market drivers. Including industry 

xtand:lrd\. r;lthcr than throuC;h regulator) mandate\. Furthermore. to ensure continuation of 

innovative product development 2nd to protect network operations. Alcutel must remain in 

control of 11~ proprietary and confidrnrial information. 

Rcpectiulil; huhmitted. 

ALCATEL USA. IKC 

Oi Counwl: 

Rvhert J. Miller 
tiuderc w\nnt! Sswell LLP 
I60 Elm Street 
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Appendix A 

AT&T Carp I-AT&T-I 
BellSouth Corporation l”BellSouth”) 
CTSl. Inc.: Wailer Creek Communicarions. Inc.. dhs Pontio Communications Corporuion (“CTSI 

Gr0tlp”) 
@‘Link Sclworks. Inc. I”@Link”l 
Conecriv Communicitlions. Inc. (“Conecriv”1 
CoreComm. Inc.: ViuNetworks. Inc.: Logic. Inc. (“CoreComm Group”) 
DSLNet Communicarions L.L.C. (“DSLNer”) 
Focal Communications Corporaion (“Foc~i”) 
IP Communicarions Corporation (~“IP Communications”) 
LizhtBonding.com. Inc. !“LightBonding”i 
Kirtwork Access Solurion< Corporiltion i”Yetwork Access”) 
Sortel Yetrvorkh. Inc. (“hnel”) 
PF.Ncr Communications. Inc. (“PF.Nrt”) 
Qwest Communications lntenx~rional. Inc. (“Qwest”) 
RCN Telecom Services. Inc. (~“RCK”r 
Rhyrhm~ ;Xetconnrcrions. Inc. (“Rhyrhm>“i 
SBC Communicariow Inc. (“SBC”) 
Tcler$!!;. Inc.: Adctphia Busincs\ Solution\. Inc.: Business Telecommunications. Inc. (“Telergy”) 
Vcriron Telephone Companw~ i”Vcriron”) 
W<>rldCom. Inc. (“WortdCom”I 
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